






Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP) 
Project Year Five, Reporting Period July 1, 2011 through December 31, 2011 

Los Angeles County 
 
 
I. Project Status 
 
Waiver Funded Strategies/Initiatives – Department of Children and Family 
Services (DCFS) 
 
During the first six months of CAP Year Five (July 1, 2011 through December 31, 
2011), DCFS continued its focus on multiple core strategies, including the Point 
of Engagement (POE) approach to strength-based practice and community 
partnering, Structured Decision Making, Team Decision Making (TDM), 
Concurrent Planning and the Permanency Partners Program (P3).  Information 
on specific Waiver funded strategies utilized during this period is as follows:  
 
Expansion of Family Team Decision Making (TDM) Conferences – As 
previously reported, DCFS expanded the use of TDM conferences to meet the 
needs of youth at high risk of aging out of care without permanency through the 
use of Permanency Planning Conferences (PPC).  PPCs continue to be held for 
youth ages 12 and older in group home care or in foster care two years or longer 
with no identified permanency resources.  In addition, when the population of 
youth 0 – 12 years of age in group homes began to increase, PPCs were also 
scheduled for this target population of younger youth. On December 1, 2011, the 
Director implemented policy that a PPC must take place once every four months 
for children ages 0-12 years.  Between July 1, 2011 and November 30, 2011, 
125 youth received a PPC.  Recommended plans for these 125 youth include: 
 

• Transition to a family-based setting, including home of parent, relative 
placement, placement with a non-relative extended family member, legal 
guardianship or adoption – 41 youth (33%); 

• Transition to a lower level of care, including lower Rate Classification 
Level (RCL) group home setting, Foster Family Home, Foster Family 
Agency (FFA), Intensive Treatment Foster Care (ITFC) or D-Rate Foster 
Home – 39 youth (31%); 

• Maintenance in current level of care - 9 youth (7%);  
• Termination of jurisdiction or emancipation - 19 youth (15%);  
• Transition to a Regional Center placement - 4 youth (3%);  
• Transition to a higher level of care - 0 youth (0%); and, 
• Facilitator did not report recommendation – 6 youth (5%).  

 
Of the 125 PPCs held from July 1, 2011 to November 30, 2011, the following 
outcomes were achieved for youth in congregate care or foster care without 
identified permanency resources: 
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• Family Based Setting: 
o Home of Parent – 1 youth 
o Relative Placement – 9 youth 
o Foster Family Home – 9 youth 
o MTFC/ITFC Placement – 1 youth 
o Residentially Based Services (RBS) – 1 youth 

• Group Home Setting:   
o Lower Level of Care – 2 youth   

• Medical Facility – 1 youth 
• No change in status – 105 youth 

 
Focused Family Finding and Engagement through Specialized Permanency 
Units at Three Regional Offices – Youth Permanency (YP) Units established 
during the first two years of the CAP continue to operate in three DCFS regional 
offices.  These units serve the most challenging youth identified as high-need, 
who may have the following characteristics:  no or limited family connections, 
multiple recent replacements, heavy substance abuse, recent psychiatric 
hospitalization, and repeat runaways.  YP Unit social workers continue to receive 
training and support that assist in connecting or reconnecting youth to siblings, 
parents, extended family members and adult mentors.  Focused efforts also 
foster stability and permanency for these youth.  Between July 1, 2011 and 
November 30, 2011, the three YP Units served 217 youth. 
 
It should be noted that, as designed, social workers in the YP Units carry 
reduced caseloads of 15 youth; however, as reported in our January 2011 and 
July 2011 progress reports, due to reassignments throughout the Department, 
YP caseloads rose to 24 cases last year.  YP Unit supervisors report that 
caseloads have decreased to between 15–19 cases per worker.  However, two 
of the three YP units have fewer CSWs than originally designed due to CSW 
reassignment and units not being able to fill behind these vacancies.  With fewer 
staff and increased caseloads, YP Unit social workers are unable to optimally 
meet the permanency needs of these youth and test the effectiveness of this 
CAP strategy.   
 

• YP Units – Between July 1, 2011 and November 30, 2011, the YP units 
served 217 high-need youth, with the following outcomes: 

 
o Home of Parent – 9 youth (4.1%) 
o Moving towards Adoption – 14 youth (6.5%) 
o Adoption – 3 youth (1.4%) 
o Legal Guardianship – 12 youth (5.5%) 
o Moving towards Legal Guardianship – 7 youth (3.2%) 
o Replacement from high-level residential group home care to a reduced 

level of care – 11 youth (5.1%) 
o Emancipation with connections – 35 youth (16.1%) 
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An additional 31 youth (14.3%) served in YP Units found increased 
connectedness in that they have new or increased contact with extended family 
members, siblings or other committed adults.  Ninety-five youth (43.8%) had no 
change in status and continue to receive specialized services in an YP Unit.  In 
reviewing the outcomes achieved by the YP Units, it is important to understand 
that youth served in these units are those identified as having the highest needs 
and those for whom finding connections and permanency is the most 
challenging.  Although achieving connections without legal permanency is not the 
ideal, YP Unit social workers report seeing vast improvements in the emotional 
and behavioral health of these youth after they become connected to family or 
other important others. 
 
Up-Front Assessments on High-Risk Cases for Domestic Violence, 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Issues – To reduce unnecessary entries 
and reentries into foster care and assist parents in accessing services necessary 
for more timely reunification, DCFS, via contracted community-based Family 
Preservation (FP) providers, continued to provide up-front assessments (UFA) of 
high risk referrals involving mental health, substance abuse and/or domestic 
violence.  Providers participate in TDM conferences and provide quicker linkage 
to Alternative Response Services (ARS) and FP Services, allowing an increased 
number of children to remain safely with their families.   
 
Between July 1, 2011 and November 30, 2011, 2,080 families with 4,253 children 
received UFAs during referral investigations:  
 

• Of the 2,080 families, 5% were referred for ARS and 11.9 % were referred 
for FP services.  

• Of the 4,253 children whose families were served, 1,544 (36.3%) children 
were promoted to a case and received the following services: 

o Voluntary Family Maintenance – 865 (56.0%) 
o Family Maintenance – 375 (24.3%) 
o Voluntary Family Reunification – 52 (3.4%) 
o Family Reunification – 252 (16.3%) 

 
Prevention Initiative Demonstration Project (PIDP) – PIDP began its fourth 
year in Fiscal Year (FY) 2011-2012, continuing to provide preventative services 
to primary, secondary, and tertiary populations through innovative and diverse 
strategies.  Each lead contracted agency developed its own array of services, but 
is expected to meet contract deliverables by addressing three over-arching goal 
areas:  increasing economic opportunities, decreasing social isolation, and 
increasing access to community-based resources. 
 
While PIDP was initially a 12-month project in FY 2008-2009, DCFS 
subsequently obtained an additional four months of local funds for the lead 
agencies and DCFS regional partners to fully develop and implement their 
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prevention strategies.  In FYs 2009-2010 and 2010-2011, CAP funding continued 
to be utilized to support the program.  While the third year of PIDP saw a 
deepening of the PIDP strategies into the respective communities and increased 
engagement with the regional DCFS offices, there was a planned reduction in 
budget from $5 million to $2.5 million.  This resulted in PIDP agency staffing 
reductions; however, many of the agencies were able to leverage other funding 
and in-kind sources to address loss of funding.  In the fourth year plan for FY 
2011-2012, the budget for PIDP was originally reduced  from $2.5 million to 
$1.25 million.  On December 13, 2011, the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors approved the Department’s request to increase funding for FY 2011-
2012 by an additional $1.25 million ($2.5 million total) and extended the term of 
the eight PIDP contracts for the bridge period starting July 1, 2012 to June 30, 
2013.  In addition, the Interim Director was provided delegated authority, if 
necessary, to execute an optional six-month period from July 1, 2013 through 
December 31, 2013. 
 
During the first 6 months of CAP Year Five, 3,930 clients were served by the 
PIDP network agencies; 711 were referred by DCFS, and 3,219 were non-DCFS 
community residents. 
 
Youth Development Services – During the first six months of the CAP Year 
Five, the DCFS Youth Development Services (YDS) Division continued to 
provide cash assistance to ILP-eligible youth.  Waiver funds were utilized for this 
purpose due to the suspension of the Emancipated Foster Youth Stipend (EYS). 
This assistance is designed to aid transition age youth with educational and 
vocational expenses, including:  tuition, books and supplies, exam fees, high 
school graduation expenses, high school graduation diplomas, GED incentives, 
travel and miscellaneous expenses (e.g., bus passes, airline tickets, parking).  
 
Additional Strategies - In addition to these specific CAP initiatives, DCFS has 
continued to utilize additional strategies to improve outcomes for children and 
families during CAP Year Five.  These include: 
 
Child Safety Enhancements – As detailed in our three previous progress 
reports, DCFS furthered its efforts to enhance and strengthen its focus on child 
safety through several widespread efforts.  As reported, these efforts, originally 
overseen by the Emergency Response (ER) Redesign Workgroup, included 
updating computer systems, improving computerized management oversight, 
and enhancing ER training.  Efforts also included working with the State for 
authority to extend the closure of referrals from 30 to 60 days and reallocating 
staff resources, safely reducing ER referrals open past this period between July 
2010 and June 2011.  Staff reallocation involved redeployment of non-case 
carrying staff and temporary reassignment of program staff to ER line operations, 
and hiring temporary ER social workers.   
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In addition, to strengthen the Department’s social work practice and as part of the 
Katie A. Settlement Agreement, the Department implemented the Quality Service 
Review (QSR) Process in June 2010.  To date, QSRs have been held in 11 
regional offices, and participating offices report that feedback provided through 
the QSR process is very valuable.  A Quality Improvement Steering Committee 
meets regularly and participating offices share practices they have implemented 
to improve areas of need identified in their QSR. 
 
DCFS is currently developing a QSR for the Child Protection Hotline (CPH) and 
ER to inform DCFS on needed service improvements in both programs.  The 
final ER protocols and reporting tool is scheduled to be completed on March 30, 
2012.  Once the Hotline and ER tool is completed, a formal QSR review will be 
conducted and DCFS will integrate the recommendations from the QSR into 
policy, procedure and practice.    
 
To evaluate the effectiveness of child safety enhancements, DCFS monitors the 
following key ER activities and benchmarks:  timely disposition of allegations and 
conclusion of referrals, and timely use of Structured Decision Making (SDM) for 
safety and risk assessments.  In addition, DCFS continues to monitor timely 
response and timely social work.  Per the University of California at Berkeley 
(UCB) Center for Social Services Research as of December 19, 2011,  the rate 
of timely social work visits increased by 4.6% from 89.8% to 94.0% between the 
Baseline Period (July 1, 2006 – June 30, 2007) and Q2 2011, far above the 
national average of 62.5%.  In addition, between Q2 2007 and Q2 2011, the 
timely response for Immediate Response Investigations increased 1% from 
97.3% to 98.3%.     
 
Intensive Treatment Foster Care (ITFC) – DCFS continues to achieve success 
with its ITFC Program, which provides intensive in-home services for children 
and youth ages 6–17 with serious emotional and behavioral problems.  ITFC 
calls for one youth only to be placed in  specially trained foster homes with 24/7 
access to crisis intervention and support under the supervision of a Foster Family 
Agency (FFA) team that includes a program administrator, in-home support, case 
managing social worker and therapist.  ITFC is a trauma-informed program using 
Trauma Focused-Cognitive Behavioral Therapy as the preferred treatment 
intervention overseen by the Department of Mental Health (DMH) and California 
Institute for Mental Health (CIMH).  A second option offered under the ITFC 
Program is Multi-Dimensional Treatment Foster Care (MTFC), an evidence-
based program also overseen by DMH and CIMH.  MTFC is available for DCFS 
youth ages 12-17 who are in a group home, or children ages 6-11 who meet the 
eligibility requirements for an RCL 9 facility or higher, and who have an identified 
caregiver who would provide a permanent home were it not for the child's severe 
problem behaviors.  Well-documented MTFC outcomes include positive changes 
with regard to child safety, placement permanence, and well-being. 
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ITFC continues to experience steady growth.  DCFS has executed ITFC 
contracts with 12 FFAs, four of which also offer the MTFC model.  By November 
30, 2011, DCFS had 77 certified homes with an additional 22 pending 
certification.  Since ITFC was instituted in May 2008, 157 youths have entered 
and received intensive services with 29 youth entering in the last six months.  
The majority of youth entering ITFC have had an average of seven prior failed 
placements and come to ITFC from group home settings.  Of the youth exiting 
ITFC, 52 (55%) have transitioned to a lower level of care.  Of those transferring 
to a lower level of care, over half (60%) were reunified with parents or legal 
guardians.  At the end of November 2011, 63 youth were stably placed in an 
ITFC home.   
 
As many foster youth qualify for this program, referrals to the program remain 
robust over this reporting period.  However, the recruitment, certification and 
maintenance of committed foster families willing to work with this target 
population remain a significant challenge in Los Angeles as it does nationwide.  
One identified barrier is the adoption fees involved in the DCFS mandate that all 
foster parents be dually certified as foster and adoptive homes. On November 
29, 2011, the Board of Supervisors approved the Department’s request that the 
requirement that ITFC foster parents be dually certified as foster and adoptive 
parents be waivered.  However, they are still required to obtain both the foster 
care and adoption criminal clearances.  DCFS will request that Board of 
Supervisors waive the adoption clearance because the additional fees may be a 
barrier to ITFC foster parent recruitment.  It is hoped that removing this potential 
barrier to ITFC foster parent recruitment will increase the number of ITFC foster 
homes for high-need children. 
 
Other recruitment efforts continue.  DCFS and DMH ITFC staff are working with 
the providers on the first ITFC Foster Parent Recognition and Training Event set 
for February 17, 2012.  Foster parents will be asked to bring others interested in 
becoming a foster parent.  The ITFC program will also use community outreach 
tools, such as public service announcements, to publicize the need for foster 
homes dedicated to working with high needs youth.  
 
In addition to the challenges of ITFC foster family recruitment, the development 
of ITFC treatment teams at each of the provider agencies is a time-consuming 
process.  DCFS and DMH ITFC staff have been working closely to provide 
technical assistance to support this process.  There is a particular need for 
advanced training specific to the care of emotionally and behaviorally challenged 
youth beyond the traditional FFA services. To this end, DCFS and DMH ITFC 
staff are reviewing nationally recognized curricula for therapeutic foster care 
programs that can be used to supplement the training of TFC providers and 
foster parents. 
 
The recently proposed Katie A. Settlement that underlined the need for counties 
to utilize ITFC programs and other intensive services speaks to the need to 
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expand ITFC throughout California.  DCFS and DMH ITFC program staff are 
participating in two state work groups: (1) the California Department of Social 
Services (CDSS) ITFC Work Group and (2) the Katie A Implementation Work 
Group.  The CDSS Work Group defines the Title IV-E ITFC activities, 
distinguishing them from Medi-Cal billable mental health services, and reviewing 
the ITFC rate scale. The Katie A. Implementation Work Group prepares policy 
directives for intensive services across the state.  
 
Residentially Based Services (RBS) Demonstration Project – Assembly Bill 
(AB) 1453 (Soto, Statutes of 2007) allows a multi-year pilot demonstration project 
to transform the State’s long-term congregate group home care into a system of 
Residentially Based Services (RBS) programs seeking to reduce the length of 
placement time in group care and improve permanency outcomes.  Currently, 
San Bernardino County, Sacramento County, San Francisco County and Los 
Angeles County participate in the RBS reform initiative.   
 
As of November 30, 2011, 83 children were actively receiving RBS residential 
and community services in Los Angeles County.  Fifty-two of the 83 children 
received RBS residential services and the remaining 31 children received 
services in the community.  Between July 1, 2011 and November 30, 2011, 34 
new children who were either placed in a group home or were at risk of such 
placement were enrolled in RBS and 28 children receiving RBS residential 
services were transitioned back to the community.  
 
Monitoring and oversight activities are integrated into RBS early on to address 
unanticipated implementation related challenges and ensure conformity to RBS 
tenets.  On November 2, 2011, DCFS RBS staff, RBS provider agencies and 
CDSS conducted an onsite review of San Bernardino County’s RBS program.  
The Site Review included a tour of one of the Victor Treatment Centers, RBS 
Care Plan reviews, and various interviews with San Bernardino County’s RBS 
staff, RBS provider agency staff, youth and families.  On November 7, 2011, San 
Bernardino County’s RBS program representatives and San Bernardino RBS 
service providers along with CDSS and Hays Consulting conducted a site review 
in Los Angeles County.  This site review included a tour of Hillsides, one of the 
three non-profit RBS program provider agencies in Los Angeles County (the 
other two being Five Acres and Hathaway-Sycamores).  Participants in the Los 
Angeles County site visit also reviewed the Care Plans of selected RBS cases 
from all three service providers, interviewed County RBS staff, RBS provider 
agency staff, RBS participant families and a number of youth enrolled in the RBS 
program.  RBS Site Reviews monitor the implementation of RBS, assess the 
fidelity to the approved RBS MOU and its evolving program tenets, and identify 
local technical assistance needed to begin assessing quality of services.   
 
On October 18, 2011, an RBS focus group was held in Los Angeles County.  The 
RBS focus group was intended to help collect information about the early lessons 
learned from the reform initiative.  Casey Family Programs conducted the focus 
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group, which included interviews with RBS line staff and supervisors, provider 
agency staff, relatives, foster/adoptive families and birth parents.  The focus 
group outcome will be uploaded and available for review on the RBS Reform 
website (http://www.rbsreform.org/index.html), as soon as finalized.    
 
DCFS RBS staff work closely with CDSS and the three RBS provider agencies. 
In the spirit of working cooperatively with all participants, RBS Evaluation 
Meetings are held on a regular basis as data collection forums.  RBS staff also 
meet twice monthly with the three RBS provider agencies, at RBS Open Doors 
Roundtable.  The Open Doors Roundtable was created to function as the 
utilization review and management body for RBS.  The Roundtable is responsible 
for gathering lessons learned, communicating those to the Open Doors Advisory 
Group and troubleshooting solutions.  As such, participant agencies share with 
participants lessons learned, success stories and challenges.   
  
Waiver Funded Strategies/Initiatives – Probation Department 
 
Enhanced Cross-Systems Case Assessment and Case Planning (CSA) – 
Probation created CSA in conjunction with DMH and input from the group home 
provider community to ensure that youth’s risks and needs are identified through 
a joint assessment using standardized assessment documents prior to 
placement.  CSA was developed to provide a comprehensive method of 
assessing all youth with a new suitable placement order, with the goal of 
providing sufficient information for the case manager and group home provider to 
develop an individualized case plan for each youth.  CSAs’ ensure that youth and 
families receive appropriate and targeted treatment while the youth is in 
congregate care to ensure successful family reunification which will reduce 
replacements. For this reporting period, Probation’s CSA unit, comprised of two 
Deputy Probation Officers and one Mental Health Clinician, has completed 14% 
(119) assessments of the 868 youth that received a new Suitable Placement 
order.  The original design, which included three Deputy Probation Officers and 
three Mental Health Clinicians revised Departmental policy to reduce the Juvenile 
Hall population.  The need to shift staffing resources to mandated functions, 
combined with the revision, mitigated the CSAs ability to retain youth to complete 
the CSA process and led to the creation and implementation of the Probation 
Assessment Center (PAC) model.   
 
Changes to the CSA Initiative began to take effect as Probation submitted a 
Request for Information (RFI) to all Group Home Providers in an effort to expand 
PACs to add more beds.  Unfortunately, the RFI process did not coincide with the 
loss of some key members of the CSA unit due to other priority assignments 
within the Department.  However, with the decrease in the CSA unit staffing, 
Probation has re-allocated the funding for the reduction of two Department of 
Mental Health clinicians into expanding contracts for Functional Family Therapy 
(FFT) and Multi-systemic Therapy (MST) which are leveraged with Early Periodic 
Screening Diagnosis and Treatment (EPSDT) funding.   

http://www.rbsreform.org/index.html
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Newly placed youth assigned to one of the two PACs at Rancho San Antonio and 
Boy’s Republic group homes spend 30-45 days receiving extensive educational, 
psycho-social, substance abuse and criminogenic risk assessments facilitated by 
Licensed Clinical Social Workers.  The increased time allows the provider to 
establish trust with the youth and engage the family to participate in the 
assessment and case planning process that is not possible because of the 
logistics and time for a CSA process. Both group home providers and 
Residential-based Supervision Case Managers/DPOs have related that they 
receive more comprehensive information from the PAC assessment which allows 
them to develop a meaningful and individualized case plan. 
 
As such, Probation decreased the number of CSAs in favor of expanding PACs 
and ensured that newly placed youth receive the benefits of the PAC assessment 
process.  For this review period, the PACs have assessed 33% (287) of the 868 
youth that received a new Suitable Placement Order.  
 
Youth who are not accepted to one of the PACs due to exclusion criteria, such as 
sex offender, female, and arsonists, continue to receive an assessment through 
the CSA when applicable.  Youth that are recommended by the judge for a 
specific placement and/or released from a Residential Treatment Placement 
(camp) or Juvenile Hall prior to transfer to the CSA unit do not receive a CSA.  
This accounts for the 53% (462) that did not receive a PAC or CSA of the 868 
youth that received a new Suitable Placement Order.  
 
Expansion of Functional Family Therapy (FFT), Functional Family 
Probation (FFP) and Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST) – Under the CAP, 
Probation implemented FFT and MST, two evidence-based programs designed 
to treat youth and families.  Initially, 15 DPOs were trained in FFT and 14 DPOs 
were trained in FFP. As a direct result of the reduction in out-of-home 
placements and based on the growing need to expand services to youth 
transitioning home as well as prevent youth from entering foster care, the 
Department was able to convert 9 additional DPOs from Residential-based 
Supervision to FFP Supervision during this reporting period.  This strategic 
expansion of the FFP supervision model has ensured that more youth leaving 
congregate care will be provided with strength-based, intensive supervision 
occurring in the home.  Prior to the start of the CAP, youth ordered Home on 
Probation visited their DPO once a month in a Probation area office.  These 
DPOs typically carry upwards of 100 cases as opposed to the 20 cases that are 
carried by FFP DPOs who provide supervision in the home.  During this reporting 
period a new contract was required to reestablish the FFP and FFT training and 
consulting contract with the California Institute of Mental Health (CIMH). At the 
request of the Board of Supervisors, the Department was required to provide a 
preliminary outcome analysis of all youth and families referred to FFT since its 
implementation in January 2008 (see ATTACHMENT I) to support the need to 
continue contracting for such services. A summary of results is documented in 
the local evaluation efforts section of this report. 
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During this reporting period, Probation and contract providers have served 270 
youth and families in FFT.  Two hundred and fifty five youth and families have 
received FFP supervision and 19 youth and families have received MST 
services.  
 
Prospective Authorization and Utilization Review (PAUR) Unit – Probation 
has established the PAUR unit to assist in matching youth and families with 
appropriate services.  This unit improves consistency in service utilization, as 
referrals to services are pre-approved based on whether a youth and family meet 
the specified focus of service.  The PAUR unit handles referrals for Family 
Preservation, FFT, FFP and MST and processes referrals for youth who are 
considered at-risk of entering out-of-home care.  The PAUR unit also oversees 
referrals for those youth transitioning from Placement back to the community and 
ensures that these programs are operating at full capacity.  Each case is 
systematically reviewed to determine if the service provided addresses the 
youth’s risks and needs as identified through assessments, the Probation Case 
Management System (PCMS), Court orders and Conditions of Probation.  The 
PAUR unit has processed 958 referrals during this reporting period. 
 
Expenditure Listing 
 
Attachment II, Listing of County Waiver Investments for Project Year 5, provides 
the budgeted amounts for FY 2010-2011 strategies/initiatives as well as actual 
expenditures for the first quarters of FY 2011-2012 for DCFS and Probation.   
 
II. Specific Implementation Areas  
 
Implementation Assessment 
 
Successes – Both departments continue to demonstrate success under the 
CAP.  DCFS staff who conduct PPCs and manage YP Unit caseloads relate 
success in connecting and reconnecting youth with family and finding 
permanency for youth who have lived in group home care or congregate care for 
extended periods of time.  All three YP units report their YP population’s 
interaction with Emergency Response Command Post (ERCP) has decreased 
since the implementation of the YP units.  YP Units have developed excellent 
relationships with caregivers and group homes social workers who care for their 
high-risk youth.  These relationships have reduced the number of youth with 
after-hours emergency needs and have been placement resources for YP youth.  
 
Staff managing the UFA program confirms the ability to more quickly and 
accurately identify and obtain services for families with substance abuse, 
domestic violence and mental health issues; it is believed that this expedited 
assessment and connection to services has allowed an increased number of 
parents to reunify more quickly with their children.  
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As described above and in previous progress reports, the Year Two PIDP 
evaluation found that prevention strategies for DCFS families were highly 
effective and families involved with PIDP expressed “significant improvement in 
quality of life indicators.”   
 
Probation has seen a steady reduction in the number of youth and length of stay 
in congregate since CAP implementation.  Although this downward trend began 
prior to the CAP, Probation has continued this trend during the fifth year of the 
CAP.  Probation’s CAP initiatives have been instrumental in realizing caseload 
reductions.  The total number of youth placed out-of-home has dropped 
significantly since the beginning of the CAP, from 1,684 in July 2007 to 969 as 
reported through September 2011. During the reporting period the number 
dropped from 975 to 969.  The average length of stay in congregate care has 
decreased from approximately 12 months at the beginning of the CAP to 
approximately 10 months (see Attachment III).  
 
Probation has targeted those youth transitioning home from congregate care or 
at risk of entering out-of-home care.  While it is not possible to determine direct 
causation between the CAP initiatives and the rapid rate of decline in the total 
number of youth in congregate care or the decline in average length of stay, 
Probation has made great strides in these areas.  Youth who exit Placement with 
FFT, stay an average of six months while those youth who do not receive 
services stay in out-of-home care an average of ten months.  Also the PAUR unit 
is diverting youth from placement in lieu of remaining in the community with 
intensive services, such as FFT, FFP, MST, Wraparound or Family Preservation.   
 
This continuum of care did not exist for Probation youth prior to the CAP.  The 
CSA and PACs allow Probation to assess youth prior to placement and to assist 
the DPOs in gathering information on the youth and family for case planning 
purposes.  Once the youth is prepared to transition back to the community, 
he/she is referred for services through the PAUR unit and matched with the most 
appropriate community-based service.  Research clearly shows that youth have 
better outcomes at home.  Probation has targeted community-based, in-home 
services in attempt to improve outcomes for our youth and families.  Due to the 
increased availability of interventions created under the CAP for at-risk youth, 
Probation has started to experience an organizational shift by becoming more 
treatment focused in the way that we intervene in the lives of the youth and 
families that we serve.   
 
Challenges – Although DCFS and Probation have seen success through the 
CAP, there have been challenges as well, including those around fiscal claiming 
and reporting mandates.  The departments have also grappled with the 
methodology for the apportionment of reinvestment funds.  DCFS and Probation 
continue to meet on a monthly basis with the County’s Chief Executive Office 
(CEO) and will continue addressing fiscal issues.  In addition, DCFS re-hired on 
a consultant basis the retired Senior Deputy Director who previously oversaw 
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CAP fiscal issues for the first three years of the CAP and has considerable 
County fiscal expertise to assist in this process.  This retiree met with Probation 
fiscal staff on July 13, 2011, and the departments have moved forward to fully 
resolve any remaining allocation issues. 
 
During CAP Year Five, a substantial challenge for the departments remained in 
planning for the use of additional reinvestment funds.  It was a challenge to plan 
the enhanced and expanded initiatives and move forward with additional 
innovative strategies due to the uncertain fiscal environment.  As indicated in the 
previous most recent progress reports, the departments had planned to make 
investments into new or expanded initiatives during CAP Years Three and Four.  
However, State budget uncertainties and the impact of the 32% group home rate 
increase retroactive to December 14, 2009 impeded this effort.  The departments 
were forced to utilize reinvestment funds to cover this unexpected and significant 
increase in group home costs.  The Court decision to increase the rate paid to 
licensed foster parents, effective May 1, 2011, added to the fiscal planning 
challenges.   
 
Receipt of the State planning augmentation on June 24, 2011 in the amount of 
$14.2 million provided vital funding and allowed the planning and utilizing of 
reinvestment funds to move forward. On December 13, 2011, the departments 
received approval from the County Board of Supervisors to implement enhanced 
and expanded Waiver strategies (see Attachment IV).  However, it should be 
noted that challenges to reinvest funds into these strategies continued to be of 
ongoing concerns with the countywide budget as well as existing contracting and 
hiring requirements.   
 
An additional continuing challenge for DCFS over CAP Year Five has involved 
departmental leadership changes; four individuals oversaw the Department as 
Director, Interim Director and Acting Director between December 2010 and 
December 2011.   While transitions related to the CAP have been relatively 
smooth, by their nature, transitions require educating and updating new 
participants and integrating their perspectives into planning. 
 
DCFS continued to experience the impact of SB 39 and subsequent media 
coverage of child fatalities in Los Angeles County.  While entries into care 
continued to decrease in CAP Year Five in comparison to the previous rating 
period, staff continued to express heightened anxiety and risk aversion with 
regard to leaving children in homes during child abuse investigations.   
 
New California Legislation has caused Probation to account for changes to 
policies and practices.  AB 109 and the release of parolees to the jurisdiction of 
county Probation departments will require shifting resources to address growing 
public safety concerns.  Due to budget constraints, Probation has not been 
allowed to hire new staff to supervise these parolees and has been asked to use 
existing staff from other operations.  As a result, some of the staff working on the 
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CAP initiatives have been re-assigned to fulfill the obligations of the re-alignment 
and has significantly impacted operations.   
 
Additionally, California Fostering Connections to Success Act (AB 12/212) has 
affected future planning as Probation strategizes to implement this extension of 
Foster Care benefits to 18 and 19 year olds.  Probation has identified staff to 
carry out the new duties outlined in AB 12/212.  Due to ongoing budgetary 
constraints, lack of fiscal policy regarding claiming and whether AB 12/212 is 
outside of the Waiver, Probation will not immediately be able to hire new staff for 
this effort and will use existing staff to carry out the new requirements for those 
youth who opt into extended Foster Care.  However, Probation is working with 
DCFS, Board Deputies and the Chief Executive Office to identify potential 
Administration funds to hire new staff to meet the needs of the Department. 
 
Dual entry into the State’s Child Welfare Services/Cases Management System 
(CWS/CMS) and Probation’s Case Management System (PCMS) continues to be 
a workload impact.  In October 1, 2010, Probation began entering data elements 
into CWS/CMS for National Youth in Transition (NYTD), National Data Archive 
on Child Abuse and Neglect (NCANDS) and Adoption and Foster Care Analysis 
and Reporting System (AFCARS).  While CWS/CMS allows Probation more 
access to records and reports for foster youth, it requires dual entry by Probation 
Officers, which minimizes time available for case management activities provided 
to youth and families.  Probation’s policy requires staff use PCMS to document 
mandated requirements for delinquency.   
 
Probation has received no additional funding for this mandate.  As a result, 
Probation has been forced to roll out implementation, training and technical 
support using existing resources.  Due to this strain on resources, full utilization 
of CWS/CMS as a case management system for Probation has been slowed.   
 
Operational Issues – Any DCFS expenditures lower than the budgeted amounts 
are primarily attributable to delays in hiring and contract negotiations.  All 
unexpended funds were rolled over to the following fiscal years and became part 
of the available unspent reinvestment funds. 
 
Local Evaluation Efforts 
 
The departments evaluate CAP implementation through comparison of baseline 
and current data related to exits, entries, placements, etc. as well as data 
provided through the UCB Center for Social Services Research.  In order to 
evaluate the impact of specific CAP activities on targeted outcomes, DCFS 
monitors activities in relation to the overall goals of the CAP.  For example, 
decreasing the number of youth in out-of-home care and congregate care 
reduces DCFS assistance costs, allowing DCFS to utilize these funds to reinvest 
in more program improvements.  
 



County Progress Report 
January 13, 2012 
Page 14 of 24 
 
A significant portion of DCFS reinvestment dollars have been budgeted and 
expended on UFAs through contracted Family Preservation (FP) agencies.   
DCFS, in conjunction with Casey Family Programs, is evaluating DCFS FP 
services, including UFAs.  Currently, the FP evaluation Executive Summary and 
tables are being reviewed by the research team and are expected to be finalized 
by the end of January 2012.   The evaluation team initially examined FP Family 
Maintenance (placement prevention) and FP Reunification Services.  
Subsequently, UFA and Alternative Response Services (ARS) will be examined.  
The evaluation asked five overarching questions:  (1) Who is being served by 
different kinds of FP Services?; (2) What kinds of services are being provided by 
which agencies and in which DCFS offices?; (3) What does it cost to provide 
these services?; (4) What kinds of family outcomes are being achieved?; and, (5) 
What refinements need to be made in services and performance measurement?   
 
As part of a larger effort to integrate the ongoing use of outcome data into child 
welfare practice, DCFS has developed a Data Partnership effort with staff 
throughout the Department, Casey Family Programs, consultants from the 
Western Pacific Implementation Center (WPIC) and the National Resource 
Center on Data and Technology.  This Data Decision-Making Process, 
implemented in November 2011, allows staff and managers in each of the 
Department’s offices, as well as centralized program staff, to assess key 
departmental measures by providing root cause analyses, exploring key 
underlying factors, and defining strengths and needs on a regular basis.   
 
As previously stated, Probation recently completed an evaluation of Functional 
Family Therapy for the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and is working 
with Casey Family Programs to complete a more comprehensive baseline 
analysis of FFT, FFP and MST.  This evaluation analyzes demographic 
information and recidivism rates for all youth served by Probation Placement to 
Community Transition Services since the beginning of the CAP (see Attachment 
I). For purposes of the analysis, recidivism was measured as any new arrest or 
violation petition that was sustained and resulted in a disposition for removal to 
an out-of-home placement such as group home, camp, or Division of Juvenile 
Justice (DJJ).  Additionally, the two groups of FFT presented in the study were 
presented by aftercare and prevention.  The aftercare population consisted of 
youth that reunified in the community upon release from group home care.  The 
prevention population consisted of youth at imminent risk of removal to out-of- 
home care absent effective preventative services. 
 
The following tables summarize the Demographic variables and results of 
outcomes by population and a comparison of those youth that successfully 
completed the program vs. those that were disenrolled (non-completers). 
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Table 1. Summary of Youth Characteristics by Group 
 

 Aftercare 
(N=504) 

Prevention 
(N=123) 

 n % n % 
Gender     
  Male 404 80% 93 76% 
  Female 100 20% 30 24% 
Race     
  African-American 144 29% 35 28% 
  Latino 292 58% 78 63% 
  Caucasian 54 11% 7 6% 
  Asian-American 6 1% 1 1% 
  Other 8 1% 2 2% 
Area     
  SPA 1 57 11% 6 5% 
  SPA 2 112 22% 23 19% 
  SPA 3 141 28% 37 30% 
  SPA 4 22 5% 2 2% 
  SPA 5 9 2% 1 1% 
  SPA 6 61 12% 16 13% 
  SPA 7 55 11% 30 24% 
  SPA 8 47 9% 8 6% 
Program Status     
  Disenrolled 184 37% 49 40% 

Graduated 289 57% 51 41% 
Active 31 6% 23 19% 

 
Table 2. Summary of youth who received FFT for aftercare 
services upon exit from group home care 
 

 Disenrolled 
Aftercarea 

(N=184) 

Graduated 
Aftercare 
(N=289) 

 n % n % 
Recidivism overall 75 41% 47 16% 

 New Arrests or Violations- 
Group Home 

29 16% 12 4% 

New Arrests or Violations-Camp 42 23% 34 12% 
New Arrests or Violations-DJJ 4 2% 1 0% 
aYouth who moved out of county were excluded from this analysis as there was no 
guarantee they could be located in time for this analysis. 
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Table 3. Summary of youth referred to FFT for prevention of out-of-
home removal 
 
 Disenrolled 

Preventiona 
(N=49) 

Graduated 
Prevention 

(N=51) 

 n % n % 
Recidivism  19 39% 5 10% 

 New Arrests or Violations- 
Group Home 

13 27% 2 4% 

New Arrests or Violations-Camp 6 12% 3 6% 
New Arrests or Violations-DJJ 0 0% 0 0% 
aYouth who moved out of county were excluded from this analysis as there was no 
guarantee they could be located in time for this analysis. 

 
Fiscal Management 
 
Attached are the listings of actual services and expenditure amounts that have 
been claimed to Program Codes 701 (DCFS) and 702 (Probation) during the 
rating period (see Attachments V and VI).  Also attached are the allocation 
expenditures for Probation (Attachment VII) and DCFS (Attachment VIII).  The 
use of reinvestment savings for both Departments during the current project year 
is provided in Attachment II previously referenced in the Project Status Section.  
As indicated in the Challenges Section above, the County was prevented from 
expending additional CAP reinvestment dollars beyond the funding of second 
sequence activities during his rating period due to fiscal uncertainty. 
 
DCFS - It is important to note that the costs claimed to Program Code 701 reflect 
only a small fraction of the use of reinvestment funds.  The activities claimed to 
Program Code 701 reflect specific activities that were separately approved by the 
Board of Supervisors after the approval of the initial CAP Plan Budget.  The initial 
CAP Plan Budget included a total shift of $106 million in assistance funds 
included in the CAP capped allocation to the administrative budget over the five 
years of the CAP.  These funds were shifted based on projected reductions in 
assistance costs that have materialized.  An additional $10.2 million in FY 2009-
2010 and an additional $7.2 million in FY 2010-2011 were shifted from the 
assistance budget to the administrative budget based on further actual 
assistance cost reductions.  This makes a total of $123.4 million in CAP funds 
that have been redirected from assistance costs to child welfare services costs.  
This has enabled DCFS to maintain and enhance pre-CAP services consistent 
with the goals of the CAP. 
 
Probation - In June 2011, Probation hired a Financial Specialist dedicated to 
oversee the Title IV-E Waiver Administrative claims for the Department.  Based 
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on technical assistance and guidance provided by CDSS and DCFS, the 
Department revised applicable claims and claiming practices to reflect 
appropriate program pin codes.  As existing staff, eligible and claiming 
Administrative activities were converted to FFT and FFP, the Administrative 
claims continued to reflect existing claim codes rather than converting to Waiver 
pin code 702 (Probation) to demonstrate expenditures utilizing flexible funding.  
Additionally, as Child Welfare System Improve Plan (CWSOIP) funding is 
included in the State Allocation for the CAP, and the Department’s existing 
claims exceed the Administrative CAP, the CWSOIP was expended for the 
Administrative claim and upon receipt of the revenue was separated into a trust 
account to be utilized for CWSOIP activities.  Again, based on technical 
assistance, the claiming of CWSOIP is now coded to pin code 703 and subject to 
the Federal, State and County allocation percentages upon entry into County 
Expense Claim. 
 
Planned Activities for the January 1, 2012 – June 30, 2012 Reporting Period  
 
DCFS – On December 13, 2011, DCFS and Probation received approval of 
enhanced and expanded CAP strategies by the Board of Supervisors.  DCFS will 
continue to utilize strategies designed to enhance child safety, reduce timelines 
to permanency, reduce reliance on out-of-home care, and enhance child well-
being.  In addition, the Department will use strategies to enhance self-sufficiency.   
 
Due to concerns with safety outcome rates and increased rate of reentry, the 
Department targeted the majority of its reinvestment funds to improve safety.    In 
addition to continuing its second sequence strategies, YP Units, PPCs for youth 
in extended care and group home care, and UFAs across the County, DCFS will 
enhance or expand the following strategies: 
 
Prevention Initiative Demonstration Project - Utilize CAP funding to increase 
the PIDP FY 2011-2012 budget from $1,250,000 to $2,500,000 and extend PIDP 
for a fifth year from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013 for $2,500,000.  An additional 
six-month extension through December 31, 2013 was also approved, should time 
be needed to complete the pending Promoting Safe and Stable 
Families(PSSF)/Child Abuse Prevention, Intervention and Treatment (CAPIT) 
programs solicitation, which will incorporate  the most effective PIDP services. 
 
Time Limited Family Reunification (TILF) - Increase the current Departmental 
Services Order (DSO) with the Department of Public Health (DPH) by 32% for 
TLFR.  DCFS currently has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with DPH 
to enhance, through funding, the availability of alcohol and drug assessment and 
treatment services for DCFS families who are eligible for TLFR services.  The 
intent of these services is to connect DCFS families with children placed in out of 
home care for 15 months or less and a family reunification service component 
with timely, intensive and responsive substance services in order to facilitate 
reunification. 
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Adoption Promotion and Support Services (APSS) - Restore funding cuts by 
10% to APSS.  The overall goal of the APSS is to increase and sustain 
permanency through adoption for DCFS dependent children.   
 
Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention, Intervention and Treatment Program 
(CAPIT) - Increase funding to CAPIT by 10%.  This increase in funding will 
increase at-risk families’ access to community-based mental health and 
prevention-based services. 
 
Hubs - Hire temporary out-stationed CSWs and temporary Public Health Nurses 
(PHNs) to be located at the seven medical Hubs located through the County.  
The countywide Medical Hub Program is a partnership with DCFS, DMH and the 
Department of Health Services (DHS) to create better outcomes for children and 
families by providing expert medical examinations, forensic evaluations and 
mental health screenings.  
 
Expanded Public Health Nurses - Hire 20 temporary PHNs and appoint five 
Acting Public Health Nurse Supervisors (PHNS) to be co-located in DCFS 
regional offices to provide PHN services to children across the continuum of care 
as a twelve month pilot project.  The mission of the PHN Program within DCFS is 
to promote health, safety, and well-being; prevent disease, and facilitate the 
provision of health care services for children and families served by DCFS. 
 
Parents in Partnership (PIP) - Extend the current contract with parent partners 
to expand PIP services to all regional offices.  PIP is a collaborative effort 
initiated in 2006 between DCFS and contracted parents who were formerly 
involved with DCFS and successfully reunified with their children.  PIP was 
implemented to bring about system change to help facilitate timely reunification 
and permanency through education, support, positive role modeling, and 
mentoring of DCFS involved parents by contract Parent Partners.  The program 
has been funded since commencement by the Annie E. Casey Foundation.  Due 
to a shifting in the Foundation’s priorities, it will no longer fund PIP after 
December 31, 2011. 
 
Emergency Response (ER) Caseload - Extend the services of 57 temporary 
CSWs currently assisting with the closure of ER referrals that have remained 
open over 60 days to one year each.  This expansion will end on April 30, 2012. 
 
In-House Legal Services - Expand the current DSO with County Counsel to 
provide an additional 12 attorneys to the six existing attorneys co-located in 
regional offices to provide legal consultation.   The 18 attorneys will be allocated 
to each of the 18 DCFS regional offices.  The attorneys will provide support to 
Departmental staff by providing consultation for following matters: processing 
warrant requests and use of warrants; case specific issues; preparing CSWs to 
testify in Dependency Court; preparing trial documents; processing adoption 



County Progress Report 
January 13, 2012 
Page 19 of 24 
 
documents; and training DCFS staff in all areas of dependency law, including 
new legislation. 
 
Coaching and Mentoring – Augment coaching and mentoring deliverables 
provided to CSWs, Supervising Children’s Social Workers (SCSW) and agency 
partners based on the DCFS Core Practice Model to enhance skill development 
in strengths needs practice, engagement and teaming. 
 
Project (Screening and Assessment for Family Engagement) SAFE – 
Develop an MOU with DPH’s Substance Abuse Prevention and Control (SAPC) 
program to cover the cost of Community Assessment Services Center (CASC) 
assessments, along with drug and alcohol testing for all clients who participate in 
the assessment process.  Project SAFE collaboration seeks to strengthen the 
screening and assessment process for better identification of the needs of 
clients’ substance use disorders and provide timely access to treatment.  
 
Enhanced Specialized Foster Care with the DMH – Expand the MOU with 
DMH to hire five temporary Psychiatric Social Workers II (PSWs) placed in the 
offices aligned with the 11 delinquency courts, allowing for better alignment with 
the DCFS Core Practice model.  The Enhanced Specialized Foster Care project 
includes youth who are dependents and who have a new WIC 602 petition filed 
in delinquency court.  These cases are referred to a Multi-Disciplinary Team 
(MDT) made up of staff from DCFS (WIC 241.1 Unit), Probation, DMH, and 
education consultants.  The MDT is responsible for preparing joint assessments 
and making recommendations to the Court regarding the appropriate legal status 
for the youth and for creating an appropriate case/service plan for the youth. 
 
Upfront Permanency Partners Program (P3) – Expand the P3 programs to 
provide upfront family finding and engagement in all DCFS regional offices by 
hiring 15 additional retirees P3 workers (CSW III) and 2 retirees as SCSWs.   In 
February 2010, the P3 program began a small Upfront P3 pilot in the Compton 
office to study the impact of family finding and engagement to identify family 
connections as early as possible.  In September 2010, Health and Human 
Services awarded the Department a five-year federal demonstration grant 
focused on strategies that help children achieve timely permanence.  Building on 
the work of the P3 Upfront pilot, the Department was able to expand Upfront P3 
to three offices.   
 
Youth Development Services – Allocate Waiver funds to redirect an equal 
amount of Chafee funds for the YDS Individualized Transition Skills Program 
contract to support each eligible youth’s self-sufficient plans by providing direct 
funds for housing assistance, employment, job training, clothes, transportation 
and education assistance. 
 
Countywide Foster Youth Education Project - Expand the First Supervisorial 
District Education Pilot Program by 20 CSW IIIs and add 35 contracted Academic 
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Remediation Counselors (4 CSWs and 7 Academic Remediation Counselors per 
supervisorial district) to be co-located in schools in each Supervisorial District. 
Increasing the number of contracted Academic Remediation Counselors, 
designated Children’s Social Workers (CSW) and clerical support will allow 
DCFS to collaborate with additional schools throughout the County in 
implementing this program.  With this funding, an estimated 700 additional youth 
and families will be provided with intensive education services and support. 
 
Probation will continue to expand and enhance the existing strategies to target 
youth transitioning from out-of-home care and those at-risk of entering out-of-
home care while implementing several new initiatives. 
 
Expansion of Placement Assessment Centers - Prior to the start of the CAP, 
Probation entered into an agreement with two Group Home Providers, Rancho 
San Antonio and Boy’s Republic, to open Placement Assessment Centers 
(PACs).  These PACs have a limited number of beds, but provide a 30-day 
comprehensive assessment with Psychosocial, Psychiatric, Educational, 
Substance Abuse and Gang/Antisocial Identification components.   
 
Probation aims to expand the PACs to ensure that between 75-80% of all 
Placement youth, new and replacement, receive this quality assessment.  
Probation will also ensure that beds become available for our female Placement 
youth.  Probation believes that more time to conduct a comprehensive 
assessment will result in better outcomes for Placement youth.  While the PACs 
were not created as a Waiver initiative, the expansion of the PACs will further 
assist Probation in realizing the goals of increased child safety, increased and 
timelier exits to permanency and increased placement stability.   
 
The funding that was dedicated to paying for three DMH staff as part of the CSA 
will be re-allocated to expanding existing Mental Health contracts and expand 
FFT, FFP and MST.   
 
241.1 WIC Dual Supervision Countywide Expansion – Probation, in 
collaboration with Superior Court (Juvenile Presiding Judge), DCFS, DMH and 
other stakeholders are implementing the enhanced Dual Status Project as part of 
the Crossover Youth Initiative.  This initiative is currently expanding countywide.  
This project includes pre and post adjudication Multi-Disciplinary Team (MDT) 
meetings, involving partner agencies, education, parent/guardian, youth and 
community-based organizations, enhanced assessment and enhanced cross 
systems case management. 
 
This initiative would expand the current operational unit by 10 DPOs and one 
Supervising Deputy Probation Officer (SDPO) to address the requirements of the 
enhanced Dual Status model and related protocols.  Additional staffing is 
required in order to accomplish fidelity to the Dual Status model, to continue the 
project’s MDT approach, support collaborative efforts to prevent youth from 
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crossing over from dependency to delinquency and best serve the interest of the 
youth. 
 
Expansion of Functional Family Therapy (FFT) and Multi-Systemic Therapy 
(MST) – Probation has adopted FFT and MST as the first line evidence-based, 
family focused treatment approach to serve Probation youth at-risk of removal 
from home and youth returning home from congregate care.  Additional FFT and 
MST services resulting from amended contracts will allow Probation to serve a 
greater number of youth, thereby continuing to decrease entry and re-entry into 
congregate care.  Probation will not be adding any additional staff to this effort, 
but will instead be amending existing contracts with our community-based 
partners, Shields for Families and Starview, to increase capacity. 
 
Expansion of Functional Family Probation (FFP) Supervision – Probation 
utilized Waiver funding to create an aftercare unit for youth transitioning into the 
community from out-of-home care.  Placement Aftercare DPOs support both in-
house and contracted FFT and MST service providers by providing intensive 
supervision using the evidence-based Functional Family Probation supervision 
model.  Probation is seeking to add four additional FFP DPOs to increase 
capacity and to ensure successful transition and linkages to appropriate 
treatments for Probation youth. 
 
Countywide Foster Youth Project – Implement the First Supervisorial District 
Education Program, which was established in September 2008, by Los Angeles 
County Supervisor Gloria Molina.  The goal of the Countywide Foster Youth 
Project is to increase graduation rates by identifying an educational advocate for 
each foster youth, improving academic performance through the use of 
educational case plans and data gathering, and encouraging student retention in 
the K-12 school system.  Probation will utilize Waiver funds to pilot this program 
for Probation youth in all Supervisorial Districts (countywide) by contracting with 
community partners to hire Remediation Counselors. 
 
Expansion of Mental Health Aftercare Services – Group Home providers have 
contracts with DMH to provide coordinated case management aftercare services 
to youth returning home from care.  These services assist in providing a 
continuum of care and ensure linkages are made once the youth transitions 
home.  This strategy will improve permanency resulting in a decrease of reentries 
into out-of-home care.  Probation will develop an MOU with DMH to increase 
contracted allocations to Group Home providers that provide youth transitioning 
from, or at risk of reentering congregate care with aftercare services in the 
community. 
 
Expansion of Placement Permanency & Quality Assurance Group Home 
Monitoring Unit – The Placement Permanency Quality Assurance Unit currently 
has four Group Home Monitors who are required to conduct compliance reviews 
on 24 agencies in 59 sites.  The Group Home Monitors also investigate any 



County Progress Report 
January 13, 2012 
Page 22 of 24 
 
allegation of non-compliance to the County contract as well as any allegation of 
maltreatment or child endangerment occurring at any of the Group Homes.  
Given the volume of high-priority responsibilities, Probation will seek to expand 
this unit by hiring two DPOs and four Program Analysts.  This will ensure that 
allegations of maltreatment are investigated in a timelier manner and that our 
youth are placed in safer, more stable care. 
 
Probation Case Management System (PCMS) Enhancements and Data 
Interface – The following PCMS enhancements and Data Interface initiatives are 
not directly tied to one or more of the Waiver outcomes, but funding would assist 
in meeting the goals of multiple outcomes as less time will be spent on dual-entry 
and more accurate information will allow Probation officers to spend more time 
on case management activities.   
 

PCMS Interface with CWS/CMS – Probation will use Waiver funds to hire 
an Information Technology Support Services Master Agreement (ITSSMA) 
contractor to build an interface between CWS/CMS and PCMS.  Valuable 
case management information and data are currently being manually 
entered by Placement DPOs into both PCMS and CWS/CMS, as mandated 
by the State.  In an effort to avoid this dual entry, Probation is seeking to 
build an electronic interface that will pull information from CWS/CMS and 
enter it into PCMS.   
 
PCMS Interface with Department of Social Services LEADER - 
Probation will use Waiver funds to hire an Information Technology Support 
Services Master Agreement (ITSSMA) contractor who can support the 
building of a PCMS interface with the Department of Public Social Services 
(DPSS) Data Sharing for Medi-Cal Pre-Release (required by the State of 
California through SB 1469), and DPSS Data Sharing for Grand Jury 
Reporting (required by the State of California through SB 1147) regarding 
minors in Probation custody for over 30 days. This will also support 
information sharing with DCFS. The Probation Information Systems Bureau 
does not currently have enough staff to support this endeavor.  An ITSSMA 
contractor is critical to help identify interface requirements from source 
systems; create, extract, transfer, and load solutions; communicate 
effectively with internal and vendor developers and other technical 
resources to create interface programs; and test and troubleshoot interface 
issues.  The Data Interface will assist all departments in ensuring 
compliance with SB1469.  Additionally, the interface will support the 
Department by notifying DPSS when youth are returned home from 
Placement triggering reinstatement of Medi-Cal benefits which will prevent a 
lapse in aftercare services. 
 
PCMS Enhancements for the Placement Module – Probation will use 
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Waiver funds to offset the cost of PCMS enhancements, support and 
maintenance related to Placement Services.  PCMS is a large and complex 
system that provides intensive juvenile field case management functionality, 
including investigation, supervision, placement, and various special units. 
With additional funding, modifications to the system can be made to better 
support the case management needs of Placement minors. 

 
Expansion of Substance Abuse Services – Probation will be developing a MOU 
with DPH to use existing contracted agencies to provide community-based 
services to youth identified with substance abuse risk factors.  The availability and 
utilization of these services will provide judicial officers with community-based 
alternatives for substance abuse violations resulting in less detentions and out-of-
home removals.   
 
Youth Development Services (YDS) - Chaffee/Foster Care Independence Act 
funds (federal and state dollars) are used to fund YDS transition age youth 
between ages 16 and 21.  Probation will use Waiver funds to redirect an equal 
amount of Chafee funds for the YDS Individualized Transition Skills Program 
contract.  This will afford funds to provide Independent Living Program (ILP) 
supportive services to the age 16-21 eligible Transition Age Youth (TAY) 
population and support each youth’s self-sufficiency plans by providing direct 
funds for housing assistance, employment, job training, clothes, transportation 
and education assistance.  Probation will also pursue a MOU and a DSO with 
Community Senior Services (CSS) to provide full-time employment opportunities 
for at least 100-125 Probation TAY youths.  This will assist youth with successful 
transition back into the community by obtaining employment. 
 
Multi-Disciplinary Team Decision-Making – Beginning in January 2010, 
Probation began a Multi-Disciplinary Team Decision-Making (MDT) pilot at 
Rancho San Antonio Group Home focused on youth leaving Placement.  The 
purpose of the MDT meeting is to assess the progress that the youth has made 
while in Placement and to match the youth and family with the most appropriate 
service to aid in the transition back to the community.  The MDT brings Probation 
staff, Group Home staff, Educational Liaisons, Service providers, the youth and 
family together to discuss the risks and needs of the youth and family.  This inter-
disciplinary team also determines the most appropriate treatment and education 
plan for the youth moving forward.   
 
Probation is in the midst of expanding this pilot program to all Group Homes 
where Probation youth are placed.  The expansion will consist of initial MDT 
meeting to determine a course of treatment for the youth during his/her 
placement stay as well as a transition MDT meeting to assist when the youth 
transitions back to the community.   
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Templates – Please note that the following templates, referenced earlier in this 
report, are attached: 
 

Attachment I, Probation Functional Family Therapy Case Review 
Attachment II, V, VIII, CWS Fiscal Workbook 
Attachment III, Probation Placement Data 
Attachment IV, CWS and Probation Request for Approval of Enhanced 
and Expanded Title IV-E Waiver Capped Allocation Demonstration Project 
Strategies 
Attachment VI, VII Probation Fiscal Workbook 
Attachment IX, CWS Dynamic Report System – Key Outcomes 
Presentation Tool for Point in Time 2007-2011 

























Attachment III

FY 2006/07 ‐ 2009/10 Jun‐06 Sep‐06 Dec‐06 Mar‐07 Jun‐07 Sep‐07 Dec‐07 Mar‐08 Jun‐08 Sep‐08 Dec‐08 Mar‐09 Jun‐09 Sep‐09 Dec‐09 Mar‐10 Jun‐10

*Average Length of Stay 375 361 364 341 290

Youth Placed Out of Home 1,408 1,520 1,481 1,582 1,684 1,378 1,321 1,163 1,206 1,336 1,346 1,203 1,121 1,233 1,156 1,166 1,040

Youth Placed in Group Home 1,322 1,435 1,398 1,496 1,611 1,308 1,255 1,095 1,140 1,287 1,297 1,148 1,071 1,177 1,122 1,131 1,008

FY 2010/11 ‐ 2011/12 Sep‐10 Dec‐10 Mar‐11 Jun‐11 Sep‐11

*Average Length of Stay 293

Youth Placed Out of Home 962 842 931 975 969

Youth Placed in Group Home 920 787 853 888 890

Data Source:  CWS/CMS Datamart December 14, 2011
*Report average length of stay for each fiscal year beginning with FY 05/06.     

Probation Placement Data for Los Angeles County

















































































Los Angeles County Progress Report for 7/1/11 to 12/31/11 Fiscal Workbook Attachment II

Total County Waiver Investments for Project Year 4

FUNDED PROGRAM ‐ 
WAIVER STRATEGY

Budget 
Amount for 
SFY 2010/11

Actuals SFY 
2010/11 
Quarter 1

Actuals SFY 
2010/11 
Quarter 2

Actuals SFY 
2010/11 
Quarter 3

Actuals SFY 
2010/11 
Quarter 4 Brief Program Description

Notes on Actuals & Budget Amounts 
(Refer to next tab for additonal waiver 
claiming information)

Team Decision Making 
(TDM)/Permanency 
Planning Conferences 2,874,000$      821,708$        853,000$           873,389$       

Salaries of  staff for TDM facilitators to 
provide TDM meetings at ERCP and to 
provide PPCs to youth most at risk of aging 
out of care without permanency.

Youth Permanency (YP) 
Units 2,794,000$      752,904$        745,566$           688,766$       

Salaries of staff in three YP Units to provide 
services to high‐need youth to establish 
connections and find permanency.

Upfront Assessments (UFA) 383,000$         117,486$        119,711$          122,314$       Salares of staff for management of UFA

UFA‐Contracts with Family 
Preservation Agencies 11,839,000$    2,697,797$     1,548,252$        1,846,192$   

Contracts with Family Preservation 
Agencies to provide UFA and attend TDMs

PIDP Contracted Services 
with Community‐based 
agencies 2,500,000$      1,187,532$     619,403$           $      392,262 

Contracts with Community‐based agencies 
to provide preventive services to at‐risk 
families

Youth Development Services 1,454,000$      34,981$           152,208$          $      213,894 

Cash assistance to transitioning ILP 
eligible youth for educational expenses 
(e.g., High school graduation expenses 
and diploma incentives, exam fees, 
vocational tuition, educational and 
vocational administrative and parking 
fees, as well as clothing to attend 
school).

Functional Family Therapy 
(FFT) ‐ Administration Cost 135,000$         50,758$           51,962$              53,586$          53,585$         

Supervising Program Analyst providing 
Administrative support to FFT Program

DMH FFT Services for 
Probation Youth 105,000$         78,722$          29,841$         

Departmental Services Order with the 
Department of Mental Health for 
Functional Family Therapy (FFT) Services to 
be provided by DMH contractors for 
Probation youth and families

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP) 1



Los Angeles County Progress Report for 7/1/11 to 12/31/11 Fiscal Workbook Attachment II

FFT Externship ‐ CiMH 
Contract 99,950$           

Contract with California Institute of Mental 
Health to develop FFT Externship Training 
site to expand capacity for Probation youth 
and decrease future training costs for Los 
Angeles County providers.

DMH Multi‐Systemic 
Therapy (MST) 52,000$            32,288$         

Departmental Services Order with the 
Department of Mental Health for Multi‐
system Therapy (MST) Services to be 
provided by DMH contractors for Probation 
youth and families

Cross‐Systems Assessments 
(CSA) ‐ Cost for Three DMH 
Clinicians 337,000$         82,391$           92,976$              122,579$        39,054$         

Departmental Services Order with the 
Department of Mental Health for three 
DMH clinicians providing mental health 
assessments at the Cross Systems 
Assessment (CSA)

Propective Authorization 
and Utilization Review Unit ‐ 
Staff Costs 423,000$         101,177$        100,175$           106,822$        105,719$       

Salaries of PAUR Unit created to match 
youth and families to appropriate services 
and monitor the utilization of resources.

Probation FFT Services for 
Probation Youth 2,285,409$      592,122$        566,534$           605,179$        643,329$       

Salaries of staff trained as FFT 
interventionists providing FFT services to 
Probation youth.

BUDGETED AMOUNT IS BASED UPON 1ST‐
3RD QUARTER ACTUAL PLUS ESTIMATE 
FOR 4TH QUARTER (AVG)

Probation FFP Services for 
Probation youth. 2,905,953$      646,770$        830,729$           922,324$        905,906$       

Salaries of staff trained in FFP supervision 
providing FFP supervision to Probation 
youth.

BUDGETED AMOUNT IS BASED UPON 1ST‐
3RD QUARTER ACTUAL PLUS ESTIMATE 
FOR 4TH QUARTER (AVG)

TOTAL 28,187,313$    7,085,625$     5,680,515$       6,026,029$   903,815$      

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP) 2



Los Angeles County Progress Report for 7/1/11 to 12/31/11 Fiscal Workbook Attachment V

County Welfare Charges to Waiver Code 701 for Project Year 5
*Actuals listed should correspond to those listed on the Investments worksheet tab

FUNDED PROGRAM ‐ 
WAIVER STRATEGY

SFY 10/11 
Actuals 
Quarter 1 
revised

Revised 
Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701

SFY 10/11 
Actuals 
Quarter 2 
revised

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701

SFY 10/11 
Actuals  
Quarter 3

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701

SFY 10/11 
Actuals  
Quarter 4

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701

SFY 11/12 
Actuals  
Quarter 1

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701

SFY 10/11 
Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701

SFY 11/12 
Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 701 Claiming Notes/Comments

Team Decision Making 
(TDM)/Permanency Planning 
Conferences 821,708$          821,708$         874,149$         874,149$        873,389$        873,389$       922,566$       922,566$       896,865$       896,865$       3,491,812$        896,865$          

Salaries of staff for TDM facilitators to provide TDM 
meetings at ERCP and to provide PPCs to youth most at 
risk of aging out of care without permanency.

Youth Permanency (YP) Units 752,904$          752,904$         764,052$         764,052$       688,766$       688,766$      726,685$      726,685$      724,319$       724,319$      2,932,407$       724,319$         

Salaries of staff in three YP Units to provide services to 
high‐need youth to establish connections and find 
permanency.

Upfront Assessments (UFA) 117,486$          117,486$         122,679$         122,679$       122,314$       122,314$      125,638$      125,638$      123,882$       123,882$      488,117$          123,882$          Salaries of staff for management of UFA

UFA‐Contracts with Family 
Preservation Agencies 2,697,797$       2,697,797$     1,548,252$     1,548,252$     1,846,192$     1,846,192$    1,951,112$    1,951,112$    1,758,418$    1,758,418$    8,043,353$        1,758,418$       

Contracts with Family Preservation Agencies to provide 
UFA and attend TDMs

PIDP Contracted Services with 
Community‐based agencies 1,187,532$       1,187,532$     619,403$         $       619,403  392,262$       392,262$      940,947$      940,947$      330,449$       330,449$      3,140,144$       330,449$         

Contract with Community‐based agencies to provide 
preventive services to at‐risk families

Youth Development Services 34,981$            34,981$           33,561$           $         33,561  213,894$       213,894$      411,711$      411,711$      63,450$          63,450$         694,147$          63,450$            

Cash assistance to transitioning ILP 
eligible youth for educational expenses 
(e.g., High school graduation expenses 
and diploma incentives, exam fees, 
vocational tuition, educational and 
vocational administrative and parking 
fees, as well as clothing to attend 
school).

‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  
‐$                   ‐$                  

TOTAL 5,612,408$      5,612,408$     3,962,096$     3,962,096$    4,136,817$    4,136,817$   5,078,659$   5,078,659$   3,897,383$    3,897,383$   18,789,980$     3,897,383$      

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP) 3
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-

Probation Charges to Waiver Code 702 for Project Year 5
*Actuals listed should correspond to those listed on the Investments worksheet tab

FUNDED PROGRAM ‐ 
WAIVER STRATEGY

SFY 11/12 
Actuals Quarter 
1 

Amount 
Claimed to Code
702

 
SFY 11/12 
Actuals 
Quarter 2

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 702

SFY 11/12 
Actuals  
Quarter 3

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 702

SFY 11/12 
Actuals  
Quarter 4

Amount 
Claimed to 
Code 702

Total Amount 
Claimed to Code 
702 Claiming Notes/Comments

Functional Family Therapy 
(FFT) - Administration Cost 53,585$          53,585$          53,585$          

Supervising Program Analyst providing 
Administrative support to FFT Program

Propective Authorization 
and Utilization Review Unit 
Staff Cost 138,784$        138,784$        138,784$        

Salaries of PAUR Unit created to match youth 
and families to appropriate services and monitor 
the utilization of resources

Probation FFT Services for 
Probation Youth 620,444$        620,444$        620,444$        

Salaries of staff trained as FFT interventionists 
providing FFT services to Probation youth

Probation FFP Services for 
Probation Youth 964,000$        964,000$        964,000$        

Salaries of staff trained as FFP supervision 
providing FFP supervision to Probation youth

Cross-Systems 
Assessments (CSA) - Cost 
for Three DMH Clinicians -$                -$               -$              -$                

Departmental Service Order with the Department 
of Menth Health for three DMH clinicians 
providing mental health assessments at the 
Cross Systems Assessment (CSA)

TOTAL 1,776,813$     1,776,813$     -$           -$           -$           -$           -$           -$             1,776,813$    

CDSS - Title IV- E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP) 4



Los Angeles County Progress Report  for 7/1/11 to 12/31/11 Attachment VII
update: 12/20/2011

Title IV‐E Waiver Probation Capped Allocation Expenditures

FY 07/08 FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12
Administration Agreed Amount

Federal $51,109,000 $54,419,520 $64,599,319 $63,794,626 $66,390,057
State Waiver Base $1,677,000 $2,267,480 $2,315,681 $2,378,374 $2,430,943
State Non‐Base Waiver  $734,537 $734,721 $734,721 $734,721 $734,721
County $53,631,000 $53,631,000 $53,631,000 $53,631,000 $53,631,000
10% Reduction $0 $0 ($305,040) ($311,310) ($316,566)
FY 2007‐08 Rollover $0 $0 $0 $674,449 $0
FY 2008‐09 Rollover $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Sub Total $107,151,537 $111,052,721 $120,975,681 $120,901,860 $122,870,155

Assistance Agreed Amount (incl. in DCFS budget)
*the agreed amount is the previous year amount FY0607 actual FY0708 actual FY0809 actual FY0910 actual FY1011 actual
Federal $18,818,779 $31,310,614 $31,340,866 $33,757,695 $34,589,709
State $27,186,926 $30,416,025 $31,340,866 $29,326,388 $34,589,709
County $40,780,389 $27,732,259 $26,863,598 $25,542,053 $29,648,322
Sub total $86,786,094 $89,458,898 $89,545,330 $88,626,136 $98,827,740

Total $193,937,631 $200,511,619 $210,521,011 $209,527,996 $221,697,895

Administration Expenditures

Federal $51,109,000 $53,976,419 $64,325,824 $64,078,036 $16,391,950
State (Including non‐base Waiver) $2,129,540 $3,445,302 $3,018,857 $2,418,040 $618,564
County $53,238,548 $57,421,724 $53,409,630 $54,405,875 $13,917,695
Sub Total $106,477,088 $114,843,445 $120,754,311 $120,901,951 $30,928,209
* Probation Cost on Extraneous Page $12,342,639 $1,229,637 $1,612,854

Assistance Expenditures (incl. in DCFS budget)
Placement ‐ incl. July to Oct, Wrap ‐ July &

August

Federal $31,310,614 $31,340,866 $33,757,695 $34,589,709 $11,067,924
State $30,416,025 $31,340,866 $29,326,388 $34,589,709 $11,067,924
County $27,732,259 $26,772,598 $25,542,053 $29,648,322 $9,486,792
Sub Total $89,458,898 $89,454,330 $88,626,136 $98,827,740 $31,622,640

Total $195,935,986 $204,297,775 $209,380,447 $219,729,691 $62,550,849

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP)
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Surplus/Deficit ($1,998,355) ($3,786,156) $1,140,564 ($10,201,695) $159,147,046
Cumulative Surplus/Deficit ($1,998,355) ($5,784,511) ($4,643,947) ($12,847,287)

Probation Programs
IV‐E WAIVER ‐ REINVESTMENT
‐ FFT ADMIN * $82,030 $90,380 $0 $209,890 $53,585
‐ FFT ADMIN ** $0 $31,269 $135,316 $0 $0
‐ PROBATION FFT/FFP * $0 $0 $0 $2,924,767 $1,584,444
‐ PROBATION FFT/FFP ** $30,223 $504,962 $4,147,194 $2,788,127 $0
‐ CSA * $0 $0 $0 $337,000 $0
‐ CSA ** $0 $193,850 $333,268 $0 $0
‐ PAUR * $0 $0 $0 $413,892 $138,784
‐ PAUR ** $0 $0 $146,291 $0 $0

CWSOIP
‐ MST * $0 $0 $0 $32,288 $0
‐DMH FFT * $0 $0 $0 $108,562 $0
‐DMH FFT ** $0 $156,458 $87,170 $0 $0
‐ PROBATION FFT/FFP TRAINING * $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
‐ PROBATION FFT/FFP TRAINING ** $0 $0 $9,571 $0 $0

* Included in above expenditure 
** Not included in above expenditures 

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP)
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update: 12/20/2011
Title IV‐E Waiver Capped Allocation Expenditures

CFL 07/08‐56 CFL 09/10‐09 CFL 10/11‐03 CFL 10/11‐47 CFL 11/12‐18
FY 07/08 FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12

Administration Allocation
Federal $174,845,159 $176,053,722 $170,483,388 $175,989,735 $178,189,992
Title XX transfer $21,857,607 $21,857,607 $21,857,607 $21,857,607 $21,857,607
State Waiver Base $167,566,752 $170,361,147 $173,765,519 $177,224,450 $180,763,937
Title XX transfer ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607)
State Non‐Base Waiver  $26,002,701 $30,948,520 $18,769,390 $16,942,897 $20,760,808
County $96,656,485 $96,656,488 $96,656,488 $96,656,488 $96,656,488
10% Reduction $0 $0 ($3,223,960) ($3,065,250) ($2,523,434)
FY 2007‐08 Rollover $0 $0 $0 $22,920,137 $0
FY 2008‐09 Rollover $0 $0 $0 $0 $59,009,980
Sub Total $465,071,097 $474,019,877 $456,450,825 $486,668,457 $532,857,771

Assistance Allocation
(incl. Title XX transfer)
Federal  $129,670,304 $120,148,251 $123,147,176 $123,820,108 $126,139,650
Title XX transfer $14,134,512 $14,134,393 $14,134,393 $14,134,393 $14,134,393
State $94,774,406 $91,545,307 $90,620,466 $92,634,944 $87,371,623
Title XX transfer ($14,134,512) ($14,134,393) ($14,134,393) ($14,134,393) ($14,134,393)
County $140,797,647 $153,845,774 $154,714,435 $156,035,980 $151,929,711
Sub total $365,242,357 $365,539,332 $368,482,077 $372,491,032 $365,440,984

Total $830,313,454 $839,559,209 $824,932,902 $859,159,489 $898,298,755

Administration Expenditures

Federal $171,526,576 $182,497,874 $193,868,427 $221,748,939 $38,790,239
Federal Title XX transfer $21,857,607 $21,857,607 $21,857,607 $21,857,607 $6,341,323
State (Including non‐base Waiver) $169,266,690 $185,138,741 $196,867,822 $200,665,038 $39,408,804
State Title XX transfer ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607) ($21,857,607) ($6,341,323)
County $151,923,539 $156,426,740 $191,273,876 $198,030,875 $32,630,214
Sub Total $492,716,805 $524,063,355 $582,010,125 $620,444,852 $110,829,257

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP)
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a

Assistance Expenditures
Incl. July to Oct

Federal $109,201,298 $88,413,050 $97,618,806 $88,241,234 $28,800,870
Federal Title XX transfer $14,134,512 $14,134,393 $14,134,393 $14,134,393 $14,134,393
State $106,081,261 $88,413,050 $84,804,576 $88,241,234 $28,800,870
State Title XX transfer ($14,134,512) ($14,134,393) ($14,134,393) ($14,134,393) ($14,134,393)
County  $96,721,149 $75,873,616 $73,861,222 $75,635,343 $24,686,460
Sub Total $312,003,708 $252,699,716 $256,284,604 $252,117,811 $82,288,200

* County ‐ SB163 Waiver uncalculated costs. FYI. $2,711,942 $2,630,245 $2,599,602 $2,233,297 $503,536

Total $804,720,513 $776,763,071 $838,294,729 $872,562,663 $193,117,457

Surplus/Deficit $25,592,941 $62,796,138 ($13,361,827) ($13,403,174) $705,181,298
Cumulative Surplus/Deficit $25,592,941 $88,389,079 $75,027,252 $36,031,137

(B) Investments above FY 2007‐08 Costs
List Programs claimed in PC#701
Team Decision Making (TDM) / Permanency Planni $787,555 $2,139,325 $3,531,114 $3,491,812 $896,865
Youth Permanency (YP) Units $538,226 $1,678,871 $2,874,875 $2,932,407 $724,319
Upfront Assessments (UFA) $0 $5,507 $416,346 $488,117 $123,882
UFA‐Contracts with Family Preservation Agencies $113,781 $72,450 $1,548,473 $8,043,353 $1,758,418
PIDP Contracted Services with Community‐based  $0 $0 $0 $3,140,144 $330,449
Youth Development Services $0 $0 $356,786 $694,149 $63,450

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Investment Expenditures $1,439,562 $3,896,153 $8,727,594 $18,789,982 $3,897,383
(B) Information only. Those are pin code #701 expenditures which does not include all the costs. Starting FY10‐11, we track the costs with pc#701.

CDSS - Title IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Capped Allocation Project (CAP)



Attachment IX

Area 1 Interval Oct 1 4 Center for Social Services Research. University of California at Berkeley. Data Source: CWS/CMS 2011 Quarter 3 Extract. Display Int.

Area 2 http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/

Point in Time
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

Alameda % Change
Pre-Placement 433 478 398 411 416 375 474 519 472 383 381 1.6%
Post-Placement 377 448 357 327 280 237 252 276 257 217 219 -7.6%
FM Total 810 926 755 738 696 612 726 795 729 600 600 -2.0%
Los Angeles
Pre-Placement 5,491 5,987 6,327 6,589 7,972 7,475 7,131 6,719 7,122 8,973 11,024 47.5%
Post-Placement 3,851 3,605 3,498 3,679 3,702 3,819 4,332 4,499 4,222 4,046 4,071 6.6%
FM Total 9,342 9,592 9,825 10,268 11,674 11,294 11,463 11,218 11,344 13,019 15,095 33.7%

Alameda: Children Served in Family Maintenance
Los Angeles: Children Served in Family Maintenance

Note: Family Maintenance case services provided after Family Reunification and/or Permanent Placement case services that were provided during the same case opening are classed as Post-Placement Family Maintenance case services. Otherwise Family Maintenance case 

services are classed as Pre-Placement Family Maintenance services.

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/CaseServiceComponents.aspx

Alameda
Los Angeles

1. Children in Family Maintenance (FM)
Pre-Placement, Post-Placement, and Total

Alameda: Children Served in Family Maintenance

810

926

755 738
696

726

795

729

600 600

Pre-Placement

Post-Placement

FM Total

612

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1,000

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Los Angeles: Children Served in Family Maintenance

9,342 9,592 9,825
10,268

11,674 11,463 11,218 11,344

13,019

15,095

Pre-Placement

Post-Placement

FM Total

11,294

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

14,000

16,000

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

1 1

Page 1 of 16



Attachment IX

Point in Time
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

% Change
Alameda 4,340 3,971 3,581 3,173 2,853 2,587 2,422 2,260 1,970 1,738 1,561 -39.7%
Los Angeles 36,722 33,390 30,828 28,059 26,249 25,230 24,116 21,466 19,880 18,782 18,615 -26.2%

Alameda: Children in Foster Care
Los Angeles: Children in Foster Care

Notes: These data include child-welfare-supervised foster children (and exclude those supervised by probation and other agencies).  These data do not include children who are in voluntary foster care.  See endnotes for additional information.

2. Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/PIT.aspx
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Yr. Ending*
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1-Sep 30 * 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

Alameda % Change
Entries 1,058 1,054 958 917 965 819 878 804 619 616 534 -34.8%
Exits 1,115 1,449 1,358 1,314 1,318 1,087 1,082 1,012 922 844 716 -34.1%
Los Angeles
Entries 7,951 8,534 8,250 8,205 9,492 9,951 10,390 9,543 9,479 9,469 8,910 -10.5%
Exits 13,397 11,742 10,666 10,838 11,186 10,874 11,443 12,134 11,071 10,620 9,244 -15.0%

Alameda: Children Entering and Exiting Foster Care
Los Angeles: Children Entering and Exiting Foster Care

*Listed years represent end year of interval.  For example, interval Jul 1-Jun 30 and year 2006 represents data from Jul 1, 2005-Jun 30, 2006. for Entries
for Exits

Notes:  Data are limited to children in foster care for eight days or more.  Children entering or exiting care more than once during the period are counted once.  These data include child-welfare-supervised foster children (and exclude those supervised by probation and 

other agencies).  An exit is defined as the end of a foster care placement episode, not necessarily termination of jurisdiction.  See endnotes for more information.

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/Exits.aspx

3. Children Entering and Exiting Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/Entries.aspx
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Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

Alameda % Change
Kin 1,610 1,435 1,243 1,086 975 902 851 863 706 669 575 -36.3%
County 488 383 294 189 146 134 135 128 127 114 135 0.7%
FFA 1,007 930 878 844 775 727 629 588 536 478 395 -45.7%
Guardian-Dep. 56 57 41 29 22 12 14 13 13 14 16 33.3%
Pre-Adopt 156 138 120 78 63 43 68 60 88 31 39 -9.3%

468 463 452 414 377 326 333 261 171 144 130 -60.1%
555 565 553 533 495 443 392 347 329 288 271 -38.8%

4,340 3,971 3,581 3,173 2,853 2,587 2,422 2,260 1,970 1,738 1,561 -39.7%
Los Angeles

Kin 13,420 11,400 10,405 9,409 9,410 9,572 9,197 7,928 7,004 7,101 7,648 -20.1%
County 4,079 3,790 3,407 2,713 2,201 1,886 1,702 1,409 1,273 1,255 1,222 -35.2%
FFA 7,332 7,433 6,703 5,918 5,640 5,747 5,792 5,577 5,688 5,443 5,057 -12.0%
Guardian-Dep. 3,090 3,306 3,365 3,550 3,643 3,450 3,144 2,753 2,246 1,826 1,470 -57.4%
Pre-Adopt 1,783 1,182 1,071 1,198 1,166 1,252 1,281 1,288 1,232 800 925 -26.1%

2,213 2,206 2,087 1,985 1,718 1,489 1,286 1,039 888 913 993 -33.3%
4,805 4,073 3,790 3,286 2,471 1,834 1,714 1,472 1,549 1,444 1,300 -29.1%

36,722 33,390 30,828 28,059 26,249 25,230 24,116 21,466 19,880 18,782 18,615 -26.2%

Alameda Los Angeles
Oct 1, 2006 Oct 1, 2011 Oct 1, 2006 Oct 1, 2011

2,587 1,561 25,230 18,615
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

902 575 9,572 7,648
34.9% 36.8% 37.9% 41.1%

134 135 1,886 1,222
5.2% 8.6% 7.5% 6.6%
727 395 5,747 5,057

28.1% 25.3% 22.8% 27.2%
12 16 3,450 1,470

0.5% 1.0% 13.7% 7.9%
43 39 1,252 925

1.7% 2.5% 5.0% 5.0%
326 130 1,489 993

12.6% 8.3% 5.9% 5.3%
443 271 1,834 1,300

17.1% 17.4% 7.3% 7.0%
See endnotes for additional information.
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http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/PIT.aspx4. Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care, by Placement Type
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Attachment IX

Please see important note regarding population data.

Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2004
Jul 1 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2009

Alameda % Change
Black 58,808 57,503 55,758 53,837 51,835 49,850 47,999 46,053 46,053 40,932 40,932 -14.5%
White 111,917 109,164 105,499 101,763 97,671 94,354 91,734 89,471 89,471 77,673 77,673 -12.1%
Hispanic 96,359 99,177 101,731 104,159 106,434 109,073 112,126 115,043 115,043 108,716 108,716 10.4%
Asian / P.I. 75,822 77,690 79,253 80,868 82,306 83,780 85,413 87,946 87,946 85,911 85,911 8.8%
Native American 1,285 1,267 1,243 1,227 1,192 1,155 1,139 1,118 1,118 848 848 -8.9%
Total 344,191 344,801 343,484 341,854 339,438 338,212 338,411 339,631 339,631 314,080 314,080 -0.7%
Los Angeles
Black 265,640 261,902 256,821 250,582 243,883 236,061 227,550 219,070 219,070 187,372 187,372 -12.6%
White 548,404 543,388 535,907 526,096 512,812 496,876 480,169 465,290 465,290 409,377 409,377 -11.6%
Hispanic 1,698,949 1,772,461 1,831,044 1,867,645 1,878,732 1,860,779 1,829,535 1,812,188 1,812,188 1,488,499 1,488,499 -3.0%
Asian / P.I. 253,604 253,595 253,470 252,863 252,111 249,681 247,212 247,329 247,329 233,846 233,846 -2.2%
Native American 6,427 6,119 5,789 5,374 4,963 4,496 4,015 3,554 3,554 3,446 3,446 -33.9%
Total 2,773,024 2,837,465 2,883,031 2,902,560 2,892,501 2,847,893 2,788,481 2,747,431 2,747,431 2,322,540 2,322,540 -5.3%

Number of Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care (For Children Ages 0-17) 
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2004
Jul 1 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2009

Alameda % Change
Black 3,010 2,789 2,415 2,133 1,865 1,664 1,499 1,375 1,144 1,011 863 -46.4%
White 646 557 464 454 414 352 349 320 264 256 258 -41.9%
Hispanic 497 492 503 403 405 416 408 423 373 334 279 -7.4%
Asian / P.I. 100 84 84 83 85 78 78 92 72 61 60 -13.3%
Native American 24 23 28 17 23 21 20 15 23 15 18 35.3%
Total 4,277 3,945 3,494 3,090 2,792 2,531 2,354 2,225 1,876 1,677 1,478 -39.3%
Los Angeles
Black 16,450 14,438 12,926 11,478 10,106 9,113 8,175 7,198 6,214 5,841 5,539 -45.9%
White 4,719 4,249 3,904 3,506 3,216 2,892 2,755 2,338 1,970 1,914 1,955 -43.8%
Hispanic 14,407 13,554 12,750 11,862 11,661 11,479 11,672 10,724 9,804 9,247 9,380 -17.3%
Asian / P.I. 516 536 496 455 420 397 388 380 332 339 299 -27.0%
Native American 165 152 142 125 110 108 94 84 69 97 99 -44.8%
Total 36,257 32,929 30,218 27,426 25,513 23,989 23,084 20,724 18,389 17,438 17,272 -33.0%

5. In Care Rates, by Race and Ethnicity
Number of Children in the Population (For Children Ages 0-17) 

for In Care Rates
for Disparity Indices

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/InCareRates.aspx
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/DisparityIndices.aspx

Please see important note regarding population data.

Please see important note regarding population data.
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Please see important note regarding population data.

Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2004
Jul 1 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2009

Alameda % Change
Black 51.2 48.5 43.3 39.6 36.0 33.4 31.2 29.9 24.8 24.7 21.1 -37.4%
White 5.8 5.1 4.4 4.5 4.2 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.0 3.3 3.3 -33.3%
Hispanic 5.2 5.0 4.9 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.6 3.7 3.2 3.1 2.6 -17.9%
Asian / P.I. 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.7 -20.0%
Native American 18.7 18.2 22.5 13.9 19.3 18.2 17.6 13.4 20.6 17.7 21.2 48.2%
Los Angeles
Black 61.9 55.1 50.3 45.8 41.4 38.6 35.9 32.9 28.4 31.2 29.6 -38.0%
White 8.6 7.8 7.3 6.7 6.3 5.8 5.7 5.0 4.2 4.7 4.8 -37.3%
Hispanic 8.5 7.6 7.0 6.4 6.2 6.2 6.4 5.9 5.4 6.2 6.3 -15.6%
Asian / P.I. 2.0 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.3 -27.8%
Native American 25.7 24.8 24.5 23.3 22.2 24.0 23.4 23.6 19.4 28.1 28.7 -16.7%

Alameda: In Care Rates, by Race and Ethnicity
Los Angeles: In Care Rates, by Race and Ethnicity

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/InCareRates.aspx

for Disparity Indices

Number of Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care per 1,000 Children in the Population (For Children Ages 0-17) 
5. (cont'd) In Care Rates, by Race and Ethnicity

for In Care Rates

Please see important note regarding population data.

Please see important note regarding population data.

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/DisparityIndices.aspx

Please see important note regarding population data.

Los Angeles: In Care Rates, by Race and Ethnicity
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Yr. Ending*
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1-Sep 30 * 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

% Change
Alameda 6.1 7.7 7.0 7.7 5.7 5.8 5.9 6.1 7.7 8.2 9.7 67.2%
Los Angeles 17.2 13.9 13.5 13.7 11.1 8.5 8.1 8.3 8.0 7.9 8.5 0.0%

Alameda and Los Angeles: Median Months to Reunification

*Listed years represent end year of interval.  For example, interval Jul 1-Jun 30 and year 2006 represents data from Jul 1, 2005-Jun 30, 2006.

6. Median Time in Months from Latest Removal to Reunification 

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M2.aspx

Note:  These data are limited to cases in which a child spent eight days or more in foster care.  An exit to reunification may or may not correspond with termination of jurisdiction.  Exits to reunification remain as open court cases if families are receiving court ordered post

placement family maintenance services.  See endnotes for additional information.

For Exits to Reunification from Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

Alameda and Los Angeles: Median Months to Reunification

Alameda

Los Angeles

0.0

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

12.0

14.0

16.0

18.0

20.0

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Page 7 of 16



Attachment IX

Yr. Ending*
Interval 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Time 1: 2005
Oct 1-Sep 30 * 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Time 2: 2010

% Change
Alameda 17.0 16.1 15.7 17.4 16.7 21.7 18.3 19.6 20.4 16.2 13.2 -39.2%
Los Angeles 3.9 3.6 5.0 4.8 5.1 7.2 10.8 10.5 11.4 12.3 11.9 65.3%

 and Los Angeles

Alameda and Los Angeles: Percent Reentering in Less than Twelve Months

*Listed years represent end year of interval.  For example, interval Jul 1-Jun 30 and year 2006 represents data from Jul 1, 2005-Jun 30, 2006. http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M4.aspx

For Exits to Reunification from Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

7. Percent of Children Reentering Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care in Less than Twelve Months   

Note: An exit to reunification may or may not correspond with termination of jurisdiction.  Exits to reunification remain as open court cases if families are receiving court ordered post-placement family maintenance services.  See endnotes for additional information.

Alameda and Los Angeles: Percent Reentering in Less than Twelve Months

Alameda

Los Angeles

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Page 8 of 16



Attachment IX

Yr. Ending*
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1-Sep 30 * 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

% Change
Alameda 41.5 41.5 39.0 36.6 37.5 30.2 28.9 26.8 27.7 29.1 30.5 1.0%
Los Angeles 50.6 52.8 48.5 43.8 39.3 36.4 33.4 32.7 33.0 33.2 32.2 -11.5%

 

Alameda and Los Angeles: Median Months to Adoption

See endnotes for additional information.
*Listed years represent end year of interval.  For example, interval Jul 1-Jun 30 and year 2006 represents data from Jul 1, 2005-Jun 30, 2006.

8. Median Time in Months from Latest Removal to Adoption 
For Exits to Adoption from Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/C2M2.aspx

Alameda and Los Angeles: Median Months to Adoption
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3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS 3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS

Alameda (N=294) Los Angeles (N=3,822)
Reunified 27.6 30.3 40.5 47.6 49.3 49.3 51.0 20.0 30.0 47.5 59.1 63.6 65.3 66.0
Adopted 0.3 0.3 2.0 6.5 10.5 13.3 14.6 0.1 0.1 0.5 2.4 5.2 7.9 10.2
Guardianship #N/A 0.3 0.3 3.1 6.5 10.9 11.9 0.5 0.7 1.1 2.6 4.0 4.9 5.6
Emancipated 0.3 0.7 2.4 2.7 3.7 4.8 5.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.9 1.3 2.0 2.7
Other 0.3 0.7 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.7 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.3
In Care 71.4 67.7 53.4 38.8 28.6 20.4 15.6 78.8 68.2 49.3 33.9 24.6 18.6 14.3

Note:  These data are limited to cases in which a child spent eight days or more in foster care.

9. Percent Exiting Placement to Permanency Over Time by Exit Type
For Children Entering Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care for the First Time April 1, 2008 to September 30, 2008

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M3.aspx

3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS 3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS
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Alameda: Relative Placement (N=114) Los Angeles: Relative Placement (N=1,672)

Reunified
Adopted

Guardianship
Emancipated

Other
In Care

Alameda: Non-Relative Placement (N=180) Los Angeles: Non-Relative Placement (N=2,150)

Reunified
Adopted

Guardianship
Emancipated

Other
In Care

Note:  These data are limited to cases in which a child spent eight days or more in foster care.

For Children Entering Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care for the First Time April 1, 2008 to September 30, 2008
9. (cont'd) Percent Exiting Placement to Permanency Over Time by Exit Type

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M3.aspx

3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS

3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS

3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS

3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS
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3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS 3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS

Alameda: Relative Placement (N=114) Los Angeles: Relative Placement (N=1,672)
Reunified 21.9 22.8 33.3 45.6 47.4 47.4 49.1 14.2 23.7 42.7 54.8 59.7 61.7 62.3
Adopted #N/A #N/A #N/A 1.8 8.8 14.0 14.9 0.1 0.1 0.4 2.5 6.2 9.6 12.2
Guardianship #N/A #N/A #N/A 6.1 13.2 24.6 27.2 0.3 0.5 1.1 4.1 7.0 8.8 10.4
Emancipated #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.5 1.0 1.4
Other #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A #N/A 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
In Care 78.1 77.2 66.7 46.5 30.7 14.0 7.9 85.3 75.3 55.3 37.6 25.9 18.2 12.9

3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS 3 MONTHS 6 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 18 MONTHS 24 MONTHS 30 MONTHS 36 MONTHS

Alameda: Non-Relative Placement (N=180) Los Angeles: Non-Relative Placement (N=2,150)
Reunified 31.1 35.0 45.0 48.9 50.6 50.6 52.2 24.4 34.9 51.3 62.4 66.6 68.1 68.8
Adopted 0.6 0.6 3.3 9.4 11.7 12.8 14.4 0.0 0.1 0.6 2.2 4.5 6.6 8.6
Guardianship #N/A 0.6 0.6 1.1 2.2 2.2 2.2 0.7 0.8 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.9
Emancipated 0.6 1.1 3.9 4.4 6.1 7.8 7.8 0.2 0.4 0.8 1.3 2.0 2.8 3.6
Other 0.6 1.1 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.8 0.8 1.1 1.4 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8
In Care 67.2 61.7 45.0 33.9 27.2 24.4 20.6 73.8 62.7 44.7 31.0 23.6 18.9 15.3

Note:  These data are limited to cases in which a child spent eight days or more in foster care. http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M3.aspx

9. (cont'd) Percent Exiting Placement to Permanency Over Time by Exit Type
For Children Entering Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care for the First Time April 1, 2008 to September 30, 2008
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Point in Time
Interval 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 1: 2006
Oct 1-Sep 30 * 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Time 2: 2011

% Change
Alameda 148 208 196 210 344 256 259 246 213 215 182 -28.9%
Los Angeles 1,491 1,465 1,513 1,421 1,401 1,286 1,369 1,345 1,347 1,421 1,165 -9.4%

Alameda: Children Exiting From Foster Care to Emancipation
Los Angeles: Children Exiting From Foster Care to Emancipation

*Listed years represent end year of interval.  For example, interval Jul 1-Jun 30 and year 2006 represents data from Jul 1, 2005-Jun 30, 2006. http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/Exits.aspx

10. Children Exiting From Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care to Emancipation

Notes:  These data include child-welfare-supervised foster children (and exclude those supervised by probation and other agencies).   Children exiting care more than once during the period are counted once.  These data include children regardless of length of stay in foster

care.  See endnotes for additional information.

Alameda: Children Exiting From Foster Care to Emancipation
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Data:
Methodology:

Data:
Methodology:

Notes:

Data: Entries:
Exits:

Methodology: Entries:
Exits:

Notes:

Data:
Methodology:

Children Entering and Exiting are child-level counts.  Children entering care more than once during the period are counted once in entries.  Similarly, if a child exits foster care more than 

once during the period he or she is counted once.  These analyses can be replicated on the dynamic site using the 'All Children Entering' and 'Children Exiting' options.

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=PIT
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/PIT.aspx

Pre-Placement, Post-Placement, and Total
1. Children in Family Maintenance (FM)

4. Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care, by Placement Type

3. Children Entering and Exiting Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=PIT
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/PIT.aspx

Placements are grouped into three categories: placements in family settings, placements in congregate care, and other placements.  Family settings include Kin, County, Foster Family 

Agency (FFA), Guardian Dependent (Guard.-Dep.), and Pre-Adopt.  Placements in congregate care include Group Home and Shelter.  Other placements include Court Specified, Non-

Foster-Care, Transitional Housing, Guardian - Other, Runaway, Trial Home Visit, and Other.

Foster Family Agencies (FFAs) are private, nonprofit corporations that certify and provide placements for children in foster family homes.  FFAs assign their own social workers to provide 

services to children and foster parents.  For children placed in FFAs, county social workers retain case management responsibilities, including reports and recommendations to the juvenile 

dependency court.  Although counties are required to find placements based on the child’s needs, some counties turn to facilities such as FFAs due to a lack of alternative placement 

resources in other less restrictive facilities.

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/Entries.aspx

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/CaseServiceComponents.aspx

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=Exits
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=Entries
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/Exits.aspx

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=CaseServiceComponents

2. Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

Endnotes and Links
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Attachment IX

Notes:

Data:

Methodology:

Notes:

Data:
Methodology:

Notes:

Data:
Methodology: http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=C1M4

This measure computes the percentage of children reentering foster care within 12 months of a reunification discharge. The denominator is the total number of children who exited foster 

care to reunification in a 12 month period; the numerator is the count of these reunified children who then reentered care within 365 days of the reunification discharge date. 

Discharge to reunification is defined as a discharge to parents or primary caretaker(s) and includes the following CWS/CMS subcategories:

• Reunified with Parent/Guardian (Court)  

• Reunified with Parent/Guardian (Non-Court)  

• Child Released Home  

If a child is discharged to reunification more than once during the specified year, the first discharge to reunification is considered. 

For Exits to Reunification from Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care
7. Percent of Children Reentering Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care in Less than Twelve Months   

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=C1M2
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M2.aspx

This measure computes the median length of stay for children exiting to reunification. Length of stay is calculated as the date of discharge from foster care minus the latest date of removal 

from the home. Children in foster care for less than 8 days were excluded from the median calculation. 

Discharge to reunification is defined as an exit from care to parents or primary caretaker(s) and includes the following placement episode termination reason types: 

• Reunified with Parent/Guardian (Court)  

• Reunified with Parent/Guardian (Non-Court)  

• Child Released Home  

If a child is discharged to reunification more than once during the specified year, the latest discharge to reunification is considered. 

For Exits to Reunification from Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

Number of Children in the Population (For Children Ages 0-17) 

Disparity Indices:
In Care Rates:

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M4.aspx

6. Median Time in Months from Latest Removal to Reunification 

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=DisparityIndices

Population Data Source: 

2000-2008 Data Based on California Department of Finance: E-3 Race / Ethnic Population Estimates with Age and Sex Detail, 2000-2008.

2009 Data Based on California Department of Finance: E-3 Race / Ethnic Population Estimates with Age and Sex Detail, 2000-2008. *2008 DATA UTILIZED*

2010 Data Based on 2010 Census - Detailed Age by Race/Hispanic Origin by Gender.

2011 Data Based on 2010 Census - Detailed Age by Race/Hispanic Origin by Gender. *2010 DATA UTILIZED*

Due to rounding, the sum of categories may not equal the total.

Important Note: Although the California Department of Finance (DOF) has released the state’s 2010 U.S. Census Summary file, the Department’s 2000-2050 annual population 

projections have not yet been revised to reflect these data. The department has released updated estimates for the years 2000-2008 which adjust for fertility and migration patterns, 

however these are not based on the 2010 Census. The 2010 Census shows a reduction in total child population which is not reflected in earlier data. Additionally, revised data are not 

available for the years 2009 and 2011. In order to utilize these most recent data sources, we have chosen to substitute prior year’s data for the missing years 2009 and 2011. Specifically: 20

The California Department of Finance (DOF) anticipates release of revised Race / Ethnic Population Estimates with Age and Sex Detail in early 2013. 

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=InCareRates
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/DisparityIndices.aspx
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/InCareRates.aspx

Number of Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care per 1,000 Children in the Population (For Children Ages 0-17) 
Number of Children in Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care (For Children Ages 0-17) 

Disparity Indices:
In Care Rates:

5. In Care Rates, by Race and Ethnicity
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Notes:

Data:
Methodology:

Notes:

Data:
Methodology:

Notes:

Data:
Methodology:

8. Median Time in Months from Latest Removal to Adoption 

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=C1M3
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/c1M3.aspx

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/Exits.aspx

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare/C2M2.aspx

This measure computes the median length of stay for children exiting to adoption. Length of stay is calculated as the date of discharge from foster care minus the latest date of removal 

from the home. Only placement episodes ending in adoption are included. 

For Exits to Adoption from Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=Exits

Children Exiting to Emancipation is a child-level count.  Children exiting care more than once during the period are counted once.  This analyses can be replicated on the dynamic site 

using the 'Children Exiting' option.

10. Children Exiting From Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care to Emancipation

Exits are based on end dates for placement episodes.  Generally, exits to adoption, guardianship and emancipation coincide with termination of jurisdiction.  Exits to reunification remain 

as open court cases if families are receiving court ordered post-placement family maintenance services. 

The division into exits from relative and non-relative placements corresponds to the following filter options:

• Relative Placement = Last Caregiver Relationship:  Relative  Guardian, Relative Nonguardian

• Non-Relative Placement = Last Caregiver Relationship: Nonrelative Guardian, Nonrelative Nonguardian

Total
For Children Entering Child Welfare Supervised Foster Care for the First Time April 1, 2008 to September 30, 2008

Non-Relative Placement
Relative Placement

9. Percent Exiting Placement to Permanency Over Time by Exit Type

http://cssr.berkeley.edu/cwscmsreports/methodologies/default.aspx?report=C2M2
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